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The study examines community college presidents’ percep-
tions about two-year college intercollegiate athletics. Presi-
dents in six states were surveyed about their perceptions of
whether community college athletics: (a) enhances pride in
the institution among various constituencies, (b) increases
enrollment and augments student recruitment, (c) has ap-
propriate financial and administrative procedures, and (d)
supports the mission of the community college. Findings in-
dicate the presidents believe athletics promote pride in the
institution among students and the general community and
promote community interaction with the campus.There was
general agreement among leaders of institutions with and
without athletic teams that the athletics budget process and
procedures for establishing new teams are not well under-
stood by institutional leaders. Finally, there was significant
disagreement among leaders about whether intercollegiate
athletics supports the mission of the community college.

More than any other force, athletics has tended to distort
the values of college life and to increase its emphasis upon
the material and the monetary. Indeed, at no point in the
education process has commercialism of college athletics
wrought more mischief than in its effect upon the Ameri-
can undergraduate.

Howard J. Savage( 1929)

FEW ENDEAVORS in higher education create more
excitement, debate, and controversy than inter-
collegiate athletics. There seems to be a connection
between athletic teams and a number of university-
related activities including student recruitment and
retention, fund-raising, alumni relations, scholar-
ship, student life, and community relations( Toma
& Cross, 1998). In the past few years, several studies
have examined the role that intercollegiate athletics
plays in a four-year institution’s campus community
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( Shaul, 2001; Shulman & Bowen,
2001; Suggs, 2004). These studies
have questioned whether athlet-
ics at the university level( a) affect
pride in the institution among vari-
ous constituencies such as students,
faculty and staff, and the general
community, (b) influence enroll-
ment and student recruitment,( c)
determine financing and adminis-
trative procedures related to athlet-
ics, and( d) support the mission of
higher education.

These studies have also exam-
ined myths and perceived problems
related to college sports( Shulman
& Bowen, 2001), usually with an
eye on Division One athletic pro-
grams at nationally-recognized uni-
versities. They have presented data
showing how intercollegiate athlet-
ics affect these institutions of higher
education and their missions. High
profile athletic programs draw a
great deal of scrutiny by the me-
dia, the public, and researchers.
Even Ivy League universities and
selective liberal arts colleges are in-
cluded in some studies( Shulman &

Bowen, 2001).

Athletic programs at two-year
institutions, however, have not
been thoroughly examined. While
intercollegiate athletics has a long
tradition at community colleges
in several states, two-year institu-
tions in some states are investigat-
ing whether to initiate or expand
intercollegiate athletic programs
( Hines, 2005). Several of the same
questions that are commonly raised
concerning athletics at four-year
institutions could be raised with
regard to community colleges. For

example, are athletics diluting or
contributing to the mission of the
community college? Does the exis-
tence of an intercollegiate athletic
program enhance a community
college’s enrollment and the diver-
sity of the students who enroll? Is
there adequate funding for inter-
collegiate athletics at most commu-
nity colleges, and are appropriate
administrative procedures in place
to establish, support, and evaluate
the benefit of athletic teams?

It has been said that a universi-
ty’s athletic teams are its most vis-
ible links to the public—building
alumni, donor, and community
relations as well as student pride in
the institution( Holbrook, 2004). Is
the same true for community col-
leges, institutions which tradition-
ally work with very different stu-
dent populations? There is some
evidence that that may be the case.
As early as 1891, William Rainey
Harper, then the President of the
University of Chicago but later
considered to be a key leader in
the early community college move-
ment, was a“ trend setter in using
athletic success as a means of publi-
cizing his institution and attracting
students”( Slaughter, 1989, p. 181).
Rainey wrote a letter to his new
athletic director, Amos Alonzo
Stagg, indicating his support for
intercollegiate athletics and his
strong desire for a team that“ we
can send around the country and
knock out all the colleges”( p. 182).

Data regarding intercollegiate
athletic programs at community
colleges is limited, and two-year
college leaders may not have had
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the opportunity to learn from the
experiences of their colleagues at
institutions with long athletic tradi-
tions. The lack of information can
limit a leader’s ability to make in-
formed decisions regarding the cre-
ation, continuation, or dissolution
of intercollegiate athletic teams.
According to Eugene Tobin, coor-
dinator of the College Sports Proj-
ect at the Mellon Fund, it is par-
ticularly important for presidents
of small colleges to obtain accurate
information about their athletic
programs because there is so much
anecdotal evidence that may be
misleading. It is sometimes a chal-
lenge for leaders to get a complete
grasp of the intercollegiate athletic
experience on their campus and its
effect on their institution ( Suggs,
2004). Such information can be
especially important to community
college leaders whose institutions
face pressure to add new athletic
programs, expand the number of
existing athletic teams, terminate
teams or programs, or continue a
commitment not to offer intercol-
legiate athletics.

To add to the existing knowl-
edge about athletics at community
colleges, the present study investi-
gates the perceptions of two-year
college presidents regarding in-
tercollegiate athletics. Besides an-
swering questions about the effect
athletics has on student, faculty,
and community pride in the insti-
tution and their impact on student
recruitment and enrollment, lead-
ers provided their perceptions con-
cerning the process for establishing
new athletic teams and the budget

for intercollegiate athletics at the
community college.

Background and
literature review

The relationship between intercol-
legiate athletics and higher educa-
tion has been questioned by many,
but “ the centrality of athletics in
the life of American colleges and
universities is undeniable” ( Bogue
& Aper, 2000, p. 180). Addressing
the relationship between higher
education and athletics, the cur-
rent literature suggests four general
topic areas:( a) how intercollegiate
athletics affect pride in the institu-
tion among various constituencies
including students, faculty and
staff members, and the general
community regarding the institu-
tion, (b) whether intercollegiate
athletics affect student recruitment
and enrollment,( c¢) administrative
and financial procedures related to
intercollegiate athletic programs,
and( d) whether intercollegiate ath-
letic programs help an institution
fulfill its mission.

Today, more than 540 two-year
institutions are members of the Na-
tional Junior College Athletics As-
sociation( NJCAA), which is based
in Colorado Springs. NJCAA is the
governing body of intercollegiate
athletics for two-year colleges. Its
programs are designed to meet the
needs of student-athletes who come
from both traditional and non-tra-
ditional backgrounds and whose
reasons for selecting a two-year col-
lege may be as varied as their life
experiences ( National Junior Col-

COMMUNITY COLLEGE PRESIDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS 93



lege Athletic Association). The As-
sociation has taken a leading role
in issues such as athletes’ eligibility
requirements, academic work and
institutional responsibility for ath-
letes’ academic progress, and season

length( Campion, 1990).

According to the literature,
there is a general feeling that the
success of intercollegiate athletic
teams enhances the perception of
an institution of higher learning in
the eyes of students and potential
students, faculty and staff members,
and the members of the general
community within the institution’s
service region ( Sperber, 2000).
Likewise, there is a belief that in-
tercollegiate athletics( and success-
ful teams) lead to an increase in the
number of students interested in an
institution, in the diversity of appli-
cants, and the number of students
who actually enroll in a college or
university( Sperber, 2000; Toma &
Cross, 1998). Additionally, there
is a logical expectation that deci-
sions regarding budget issues and
administrative functions related to
intercollegiate athletics (e.g., how
teams are funded, whether future
funding is secure, how new teams
are created) are made on the basis
of dependable and reliable infor-
mation ( Shaul, 2001; Shulman &
Bowen, 2001). Finally, there is a
general assessment that intercolle-
giate athletics support the mission
of an institution of higher learning

( Holbrook, 2004).

Questions however,

about the relationship between

remain,

athletics at the two-year college
and the basic mission and philoso-

phy of the community college. One
reason suggested for the lack of
research on the unanswered ques-
tions is that many community col-
leges do not feel the same demand
for on-the-field success that is pres-
ent at many four-year institutions.
While community colleges have,
at times, been accused of rushing
to establish athletic programs so
they can feed university programs
(Bogue & Aper, 2000), questions
remain about the institutional ben-
efits of the programs.

A general perception suggests
that two-year institutions do not
receive the same benefits large,
four-year institutions receive from
intercollegiate athletic programs.
For example, Toma and Cross
(1998) found that championship
seasons tend to yield increases in
applications. They called for fur-
ther research on whether similar
situations apply to other types of
institutions of higher education.
Using the example of the Universi-
ty of Louisville’s basketball success,
they also pointed out the non-tra-
ditional student often attracted to
the community college may not be
affected by athletic team success:

In the case of Louisville, one
explanation for the impact of
championship seasons being
felt less strongly could be that
it receives applications from
more older and part-time
students. These students are
more likely to be place-bound
and less concerned about fac-
tors such as college sports in
choosing their school.( Toma

& Cross, 1998, p. 654)
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At the community college, it
is unclear whether growth in the
number and scope of athletic pro-
grams is thoughtfully planned or
occurring without benefit of dis-
cussion on how new teams are es-
tablished, whether the institutional
budget supports athletics, whether
intercollegiate athletics support the
mission and philosophy of the col-
lege. The purpose of the current
study is to provide data which will
help community college leaders
to make informed decisions about
these questions.

One way to examine athletics at
two-year colleges is to investigate
the perceptions of college presidents
regarding the effect that intercolle-
giate athletics have on community
colleges. While some may question
whether presidents have ever really
been in charge of athletic programs
on their campusey Slaughter, 1989),
their perceptions may be helpful to
institutional leaders exploring the
possibility of initiating, expand-
ing, or terminating intercollegiate
athletic programs. The community
college president’s first obligation
is “to know what’s going on. In
too many instances, the president
either does not investigate what is
happening in the athletic program
or is just kept in the dark”( Brown,
1989, p. 173). Presidents are often
criticized for not fully discharging
their responsibility to oversee ath-
letic programs. They may unfairly
be characterized as figureheads
who can be undermined by athlet-
ic directors, coaches, and athletic

booster clubs( Slaughter, 1989).

Methods

In order to gather data on two-year
college presidents’ perceptions, a
survey instrument was developed
based upon a review of the litera-
ture and conversations with com-
munity college presidents. The
instrument measures institutional
leaders’ attitudes (i.e., beliefs or
knowledge) about intercollegiate
athletics at the community col-
lege, using Likert-type items with
declarative that ask
respondents to indicate the extent
to which they agree or disagree
with the statements ( Gall, Borg,
& Gall, 1996). Response options

include strongly agree, agree, neutral,

statements

disagree, and strongly disagree. The
neutral option gives respondents
the opportunity to indicate that
they have no strong preference re-
garding a statement, but the neu-
tral option is not to be considered
a response of “ do not know”( Pat-

ten, 1998).

The instrument was pilot tested
and revised, with several items dis-
carded or rephrased. The final in-
strument contained thirteen Likert-
type items, with space available for
respondents’ comments after each
item, and two open-ended items
asking respondents the most posi-
tive and most negative aspects of
having intercollegiate athletics at
the community college. The only
descriptive data gathered with the
survey instrument was the status
of intercollegiate athletics at the
respondents’ institution.

Surveys were mailed to all 163
community college presidents in six
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states: Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Obhio, Oregon, North Carolina, and
Virginia. These states were selected
because their community colleges
represent various stages of intercol-
legiate athletics: colleges with no
teams, colleges planning to initiate
teams, colleges with relatively new
teams, and colleges with well-estab-
lished programs. Responses were
received from 88 institutions, an
over-all response rate of 54%. The
response by status of intercollegiate
athletic programs is as follows:

® 44 respondents had no intercol-
legiate athletic teams

e ) respondents had no intercol-
legiate athletic teams but are
planning to add teams

® 6 respondents have had inter-
collegiate athletic
three years or less

teams for

e 36 respondents have had in-
tercollegiate athletics teams for
more than three years.

Since the response rate was very
low in two categories, responses
have been grouped according to
community colleges with intercol-
legiate athletic teams(48% of the
total respondents) and community
colleges without athletic teams
(52% of the total respondents).

Findings

Items on the survey instrument
question whether athletics pro-
mote institutional pride among
three constituencies of the commu-
nity college: students, faculty and
staff, and the general community.
As indicated in Table 1, for each of
these items the presidents felt that
intercollegiate athletics promote
pride in a community college. Even
among leaders whose institutions
did not have teams, a majority felt
athletics promote pride in the in-
stitution among students and the
community.

Table I. Community college presidents’ perceptions whether
intercollegiate athletics promote pride in the community college

Item Response category Agreement (%)
Athletics promote Total response 75
student pride With athletic teams 97
Without teams 58
Athletics promote Total response 50
faculty/staff pride With athletic teams 61
Without teams 37
Athletics promote Total response 72
community pride With athletic teams 80
Without teams 65
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Four items on the survey in-
strument explore issues of student
recruitment and enrollment. These
items elicited considerable disagree-
ment between the perceptions of
presidents with intercollegiate
athletic teams and those without
teams. Presidents with teams at
their colleges perceived athletics
to have a more positive influence
on student diversity, higher enroll-
ment, the interest of local students
in the college, and the over-all
reputation of the college among
potential students( see Table 2).

Four items on the survey instru-
ment ask leaders’ perceptions about
financing and administration of
athletic programs. The responses
reveal a wide variety of opinions.
The presidents responding to the
indicate
athletics at the community col-

survey overwhelmingly

lege do not have a secure funding
base( 79% of respondents), and the
budget for athletics is not well un-
derstood by college leaders( 64% of
respondents). Also not fully under-
stood by the college’s leaders is the
process for establishing new ath-
letic teams; only 26% indicate it is
understood by institutional leaders.
Finally, there were generally nega-
tive responses that the number of
athletic teams at the community
college would increase in the future

( see Table 3).

The final two items on the
survey instrument concern the
presidents’ perceptions whether
intercollegiate athletics promote
community interaction with the
college and whether athletics sup-
port the mission of the college. The
findings indicate that leaders of in-
stitutions with athletic teams do

Table 2. Community college presidents’ perceptions of the influence
of intercollegiate athletics on student enrollment and recruitment.

Item Response category Agreement (%)
Athletics promote Total response 70
student diversity With athletic teams 83
Without teams 59
Athletics lead to Total response 59
higher enrollment With athletic teams 78
Without teams 47
Athletics encourage Total response 6l
local students to With athletic teams 77
attend
Without teams 47
Athletics increase the  Total response 59
college’s reputation With athletic teams 80
Without teams 42
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feel athletics promote community
interaction with the college and
that athletics support the mission
of the community colleges. How-
ever, leaders of institutions without
athletic teams disagree strongly on
these issues. The largest disparity
between leaders of institutions with
teams and those without teams ad-
dresses whether athletics support
the mission of the community col-
lege. Eighty-nine percent of those
with athletics teams indicated that
athletics support the mission, while
only 32% of presidents without
teams agreed( see Table 4).

Discussion of findings

Community college athletic pro-
grams have a long and proud tradi-
tion in many states. Even though
some states do not have athletics

at their colleges, athletic programs
are” emerging” in many other states.
Where community college athletics
fit within intercollegiate sports is
unclear. For example, have col-
leges moved beyond what Sperber
(2000) referred to as the “JUCO
(junior college) loophole,” i.e., that
athletes attending a junior college
did not need to meet a minimum
score on the SAT/ACT exam
prior to transferring to a four-year
institution? “ Many junior colleges
do not provide quality educations;
numerous JUCQ transfers cannot
do university work, even in ‘ gut’
courses”( p. 240). At the same time,
is it fair to question whether inter-
collegiate sports fit within the mis-
sion of the community college?

Survey respondents generally
agree that intercollegiate athletics

Table 3. Community college presidents’ perceptions of financial and
administrative issues related to intercollegiate athletics.

Item

Response category

Agreement (%)

Total response I

Athletics have secure

. With athletic teams 17
funding
Without teams 0
Total response 28
Athletics budget is ] )
g With athletic teams 31
well understood
Without teams 19
Process for Total response 26
establllshlng new With athletic teams 33
athletic teams is well -
understood Without teams 14
The number of Total response 36
athletic teams will With athletic teams 39
Increase Without teams 31
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promote pride in the community
college among three main constitu-
ency groups. Presidents of institu-
tions with or without athletic teams
strongly indicate that athletics pro-
mote pride in the college among
students and the general commu-
nity or service region although this
sentiment is stronger among leaders
of institutions with teams. Among
both groups of leaders, the idea
that athletics promote pride among
college faculty and staff members
is considerably less strong: 61% of
leaders of institutions with teams
agree with the idea, but only 37%
of leaders of institutions without
teams agree. Regarding enrollment,
respondents generally agree that in-
tercollegiate athletics promote stu-
dent diversity( 70%), lead to higher
enrollment ( 59%), and encourage
local students to continue their edu-
cation( 61%).

Some of the most interesting
findings concern financing and
budgetary considerations involved
in intercollegiate athletics at the
community college. Only 11% of
respondents said athletics have

a secure funding base, including
only 17% of presidents of institu-
tions with athletic teams. At the
same time, only 28% of respon-
dents indicate that the budget pro-
cess for athletics is well understood
by community college leaders, and
only 26% of respondents indicate
that the process for establishing a
new athletic team is understood by
college leaders. Among leaders of
institutions with established teams,
only 31% feel the budget process is
well understood, and only 33% say
the process for establishing new
teams is understood.

The largest disparity between
the perceptions of leaders of institu-
tions with athletic teams and those
without teams focuses on whether
athletics support the mission of the
community college. Eighty-nine
percent of leaders from institutions
with athletic teams feel that athlet-
ics support the mission of the com-
munity college, while only 32% of
leaders from institutions without
teams feel the same way.

Table 4. Community college presidents’ perceptions whether inter-
collegiate athletics promote community interaction and support the

mission of the college.

Item Response category Agreement (%)
Athletics promote Total response 75
f:ommupity With athletic teams 92
interaction

Without teams 64
Athletics support the  Total response 60
mission of the college \yjth athletic teams 89
Without teams 32
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Conclusions

One of the interesting findings of
this survey is the large percentage
of neutral responses from leaders
of community colleges without
athletic teams. That indicates the
need for further study and for more
information about the impact of
intercollegiate athletics at two-year
colleges. Further, when examining
the findings of the study, it is im-
portant to remember that although
a neutral response on a Likert-scale
item does not necessarily mean“ do
not know”( Patten, 1998), that may
well be the case in this study.

Funding, budgeting,
establishing teams

The findings of the study may help
explain why many community col-
leges do not have intercollegiate
athletic teams despite a positive
perception that having teams en-
hances institutional reputation
among students, faculty/staff, and
the community. There is general
acknowledgement in some states
that funding and administrative
support are among the things
that community college athletic
directors feel need improvement
( Hines, 2005). Perhaps leaders in
states where athletic teams are
not well-established do not have a
clear understanding of administra-
tive procedures necessary to initi-
ate an athletics program or to add
new teams. Further, there appears
to be wide-spread misunderstand-
ing about funding issues related
to intercollegiate athletics at com-
munity colleges. Funding is the is-

sue most frequently mentioned in
respondents’ additional comments
to the survey instrument. For ex-
ample, leaders wrote the following:

e Teams are a strain on college
resources, as there is no estab-
lished funding for athletics.

e We are constantly scrambling
for funding support because of
state restrictions on spending
on athletic teams. The State is
very short-sighted in this regard
and demonstrates a Division

One bias.

¢ Too many community colleges
hire coaches who are accus-
tomed to athletics at the univer-
sity system. We cannot afford
the salary or athletic facilities.

Lack of a secure funding base, a
minimal understanding of the pro-
cesses for establishing new athletic
teams, and unclear understanding
of the budget process for athletics
may support the determination
not to have athletic teams at some
community colleges. Additionally,
questions have arisen regarding
failure of community colleges to
comply with federal gender equity
regulations for intercollegiate ath-
letics ( Evelyn, 2002). Indeed, one
respondent to the survey said that
the community college’s “inabil-
ity to recruit adequate numbers of
women athletes has significant im-
plications for Title IX compliance
at our college.” It seems logical
that institutional leaders who do
not understand these factors are
hesitant to establish intercollegiate
athletic teams when they do not
understand the effect such teams
can have on institutional budgets,
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administrative procedures, and
fulfilling the mission of the institu-
tion.

Institutional pride

The survey results on pride in the
institution among various
stituency groups are not surprising.
Leaders of institutions with ath-
letic teams strongly feel that hav-
ing teams promotes student( 97%

con-

agreed) and community pride( 80%
agreed) in the college, while lead-
ers of institutions without teams
agree with the perception at much
lower rates( 58% and 65% agreed).
The perceptions of both groups
of respondents are considerably
lower regarding the effect on fac-
ulty and staff pride( 61% of respon-
dents with teams agreed and 37%
of those without teams agreed).
Several written comments about

“pride in the institution” are in-
sightful. A leader of a community
college with well-established ath-
letic teams wrote,“ Our athletes are
poorly prepared academically, and
they hurt the over-all image of our
college in the community, but we
need their FTEs.” A president who
had recently moved from a college
with strong athletic teams to a col-
lege with no teams stated:

All of the items dealing with
institutional pride were much
more important at institu-
tions in rural areas with col-
leges that provided dorms.
Institutional pride issues were
significantly reduced in the
more urban setting.

Whether the availability of in-
tercollegiate athletics encourages

local students to continue their ed-
ucation is perceived differently by
leaders of institutions with teams
and those without teams. Seventy-
seven percent of respondents from
institutions with teams agree that
intercollegiate athletics encourage
local students to continue their
education, but only 47% of re-
spondents from institutions with-
out teams agree. Further study to
determine if local students are se-
lectively chosen for athletic teams
and if the selection influences per-
ceptions about the reputation of
the college would be beneficial.

Enrollment

It is interesting to note that lead-
ers of institutions without athletic
teams as well as those with teams
both perceive that the institutional
reputation is enhanced by having
athletic teams. The same is true
for the perception that having
intercollegiate athletic teams en-
hances enrollment. Overall, 59%
of respondents agree that athletics
enhance a community college’s en-
rollment. Among leaders of insti-
tutions with teams, 78% agree, but
for leaders of institutions without
teams, only 47% agree. Whether
athletic teams provide an added
incentive for students who would
attend regardless is an unanswered
question. One president has writ-
ten,“ Our teams help to attract and
retain students who are interested
in our academic programs and for
whom participation on an athlet-
ics team is a strong bonus.” An
opposite opinion is expressed by a
president of an institution which
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no longer has athletic teams:“ Our
experience was a disaster. Athlet-
ics hurt the reputation of the col-
lege and attracted the wrong type
of students. It brought us students
with too many problems, and they
embarrassed the college.”

The quality of the students at-
tracted to community colleges by
intercollegiate athletics is ques-
tioned by several presidents at

institutions without athletic pro-

grams. One respondent writes,
Some of our athletes have rightly
earned the reputation among

our faculty as being disruptive in
class and only enrolling so they
can participate in sports.” Further
study is needed to determine if the
so-called “ Flutie Factor” ( Sperber,
2000, p. 60)—that applications for
admission to institutions of higher
education increase with well-pub-
licized athletic victories—applies
to community colleges. It would
be interesting to determine if the
perceptions of institutional leaders
concerning the positive effect of
athletics on a community college’s
institutional reputation and enroll-
ment are supported. One side of
the argument may be expressed by
a respondent from a community
college which no longer has inter-
collegiate teams:“ Most community
college students could not care less
about athletics. They come to pre-
pare for the workforce or to com-
plete the first two years of a bac-
calaureate program. We recently
eliminated the entire athletic pro-
gram and emphasized educational
quality. We received no student
complaints.” An opposing example

is reflected in the comments of a
president at a community college
with success in both baseball and
volleyball: “ Thirty baseball and 15
volleyball players would not have
attended our college without in-
tercollegiate athletics. At the same
time, since we added these sports,
we have experienced an increase in
total college transfer enrollment.”

Perceptions that intercollegiate
athletics increase student diversity
are very different for leaders of in-
stitutions with teams(83% agree)
and those without teams (59%
agree). Leaders may perceive that
athletics are playing an important
role in giving opportunities to stu-
dents who are members of groups
historically under-served by higher
education. As a president of a col-
lege with well-established teams
comments on the survey, “ Athlet-
ics contribute immensely to help-
ing us achieve a much-desired goal
of having a more diverse student

body.”

College mission

The findings about athletic pro-
grams supporting the mission of the
community college are among the
most interesting results of the sur-
vey but provide no clear and final
resolution. Leaders at institutions
with athletic teams overwhelming-
ly agree that athletics support the
mission of the college, while lead-
ers of institutions without teams
have no strong perceptions on the
issue. Leaders at institutions with
teams may use the comprehensive
mission of the community college
to justify or rationalize the exis-
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tence of intercollegiate teams.

“Big time” university athletics
programs seem to continuously
come under scrutiny from faculty,
alumni, legislators, and the pub-
lic. Nevertheless, the number of
four-year institutions moving to so-
called“ Division One” athletics con-
tinues to grow as the institutions
seek the rewards of enhanced pride
in the institution among various
constituencies, enrollment growth
and increased diversity among stu-
dents, and support for the mission
of higher education through inter-
collegiate athletics.

The present study has investi-
gated the perceptions of commu-
nity college presidents in six states
about intercollegiate athletics at
two-year colleges. The information
generated can be of value to insti-
tutional leaders, athletic directors,

students
who may be affected by decisions
to initiate, expand, terminate, or

faculty members, and

continue to avoid intercollegiate
athletics at the community college.
Whatever decisions college leaders
make regarding athletics should
be informed decisions and in the
community college tradition of cre-
ating a student-centered learning
environment. As Hollbrook( 2004)
and others have said of the future
of university athletics, the chal-
lenge is not to separate athletics
and keep it from diluting academ-
ics. The challenge is to take advan-
tage of the tremendous opportu-
nities available to boost academic
opportunities by embracing athlet-
ics, thereby strengthening connec-
tions with faculty, staff, and the
community, thus creating a richer
community college experience for
all students.
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